Additional robustness checks
To control for the possibility that belligerents engage in talks without real intent to end the conflict, we used two alternative (more costly) measures that indicate a visible commitment to conflict termination. We assume that talks are more likely serious with third party presence or when they result in a signed agreement. Thus, these settings provide more conservative proxies that parties' expect conflict termination to be forthcoming. The first of these is Mediated talks, as the presence of an external mediator makes withdrawal more costly.
The second is that the parties sign a Peace agreement in a given year. While this may not be successfully implemented, we contend that signing of an agreement provides a strong signal that parties expect that the conflict is not continuing indefinitely. While there may be 'spoilers' after a signed agreement, these will primarily seek to threaten a (brief) return to conflict to acquire additional concessions rather than aim for a protracted fight (Werner, 1999) . Table 5 presents the full model estimations using the alternative measurements. Models 1 and 2 focus on mediated talks, while Models 3 and 4 distinguish between years when belligerents sign a peace agreement and those when they do not. Across all models, we find similar results as before. Natural resource locations have fewer battle fatalities when long conflict duration (no mediation or no 1 peace agreement) is expected, but relatively more when the conflict is expected to end, however, the latter estimates do not reach statistical significance similarly to our main results in Table 3 . By reaching similar findings using a more conservative coding for approximating expectations, we are confident that our findings are representative of our proposed logic. Although parties may have incentives to enter into negotiations primarily to reorganize and rearm, this would not systematically comply them to sign a peace agreement which settles the conflict issue. Thus, since we find less violence close to natural resources for situations of expected long conflict duration even when limiting our independent variable to mediated talks, or the years with a peace agreements, there are strong indications that belligerents strategically decide to avoid fighting near natural resources in some phases of the conflict.
In order to make sure that our results are not driven by time dependency or unit specific heterogeneity, we tested the results with yearly dummies and random effects model specifications (reported in Table 5 ). Both the year dummy and the random effects models depict similar findings of our previous models whereby without talks the grid-cells with natural resources experience significantly less violence and grid-cells with natural resources during talks have a positive but statistically non-significant relationship with battle fatalities.
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In addition, we also investigated the disaggregated impact of different natural resources on battle fatalities. The results are organized so that Table 6 reports those natural resources that we assume are more likely to be government controlled, whereas Table 7 shows the results for those natural resources that we believe rebels are more likely to control. Onshore petroleum fields have a negative relationship with battle fatalities without peace talks and a positive one during talks, however, neither coefficient reaches statistical significance. increasing them during talks. The results highlight that the variation in the natural resources type is unlikely to stem from who controls it, but rather its relative value to the belligerents. Diamonds seem to deter fighting regardless of peace talks whereas onshore petroleum seems to be consistently contested. This also highlights that external protection is also less likely to be a factor given that onshore petroleum has a positive relationship whereas lootable diamonds a negative relationship with violence. Cannabis and offshore petroleum seem to provide the war time political order suggested by our theoretical frame and these findings warrant further investigation.
We also replicate our primary models with high and low battle fatality estimates from UCDP-GED dataset (Sundberg and Melander, 2013) . The results of the robustness checks are reported in Table 8 in the appendix. We ran both of the models with and without talks and altered the country fatalities variables from the best estimate values for a given country to high estimates for the high battle deaths models and low estimates for the low battle estimates models.
The results are in accordance with our previous findings.
In order to evaluate the effect of talks on locations of fatalities, we added a nearest neighbour propensity score matching method. This method allows us to 4 compare the effect of the talks (treatment) between the treated and not treated grid-cells. Since the talks are not randomly assigned to the grid-cells, we match the treated grid-cells to the similar not treated grid-cells to evaluate the impact of talks (Rubin, 1973; Ho et al., 2007) . We match the grid-cells on natural resources, capital distance, size of the cell and contiguity. These covariates were selected for the matching since they cannot be affected by the treatment and are relatively fixed over time. The nearest neighbour matching algorithm provides a good match between the treated and not treated observations. The matches are well balanced and below the threshold of 5% bias. Figure 6 in the appendix provides support for the matching meeting the 'common support' condition insofar that there is overlap between the treated and not treated grid-cells. We use psmatch2 (Leuven and Sianesi, 2014) to evaluate the treatment effect of talks on violence and find that the treated sample has an increase of 41 battle fatalities compared to the non-treated sample. This supports our theoretical argument in so far that during talks battle fatalities are on the rise.
Finally, we test our models for spatial dependencies. We generate a spatial weighing matrix with the user-written spmat program in Stata (Drukker et al., 2013) . The matrix for our spatial tests is a binary row-normalized contiguity matrix with 10260 x 10260 dimensions. Since the spatial dependency tests are very sensitive to missing data, we were not able to include all of our variables into the models. Table 9 summarizes the results of the spatial dependency tests for both spatial autocorrelation in the error term and substantive spatial autocorrelation (only the Lagrange multiplier is statistically significant). Our model does not suffer from either type of spatial dependency. In addition, we tested for global spatial autocorrelation and local spatial autocorrelation by using the spatgsa and spatlsa commands in Stata (Pisati, 2001) . Table 10 
